Snowflake White M ountain Power
Permit Number: 36183
Biomass Gener ating Station
Responsiveness Summary to Public Comments

Reply to comments made at the public hearing held on November 2, 2005.
One commenter was asked if any other fuelswould be burned other than fiber and wood.

The permit only allows for the burning of fiber, gy and natural gas. The facility is not permitted
use any other fuels.

Therewas a concern expressed about the variability of the fuel mix (between fiber and wood).

The fuel introduced into the boiler will be a fgitonsistent mix of fiber and wood. This will bepk
constant in order to optimize the operation ofttbéer and to reduce variability in terms of fueetl and
emissions of regulated air pollutants.

One commenter asked how the emissions from the Snowflake White Mountain Power facility will
compar e to the Abitibi Paper Mill.

The following table shows a comparison betweenpbgntial emissions from the Snowflake White
Mountain Power (SWMP) facility and the Abitibi papmill. As can be seen in the table, with the
exception of carbon monoxide (CO) the emissionmftoe SWMP facility are only a fraction of the
paper mill emissions.

SWMP Facility potential emissions Abitibi Paper Mill emissions
Pollutants
(tons per year) (tons per year)
NO, 240 4,860
SO, 225" 5,918.5
CcO 225" 263
PM 19 48.96 1,290
VOC 22.07 1,350

T based on permit limits

A question was asked about whether the construction of the wood-fired boiler would cause the
paper mill to shut down their coal-fired boilers.

The construction and operation of the SWMP bionmster is unrelated to how the Abitibi paper mill
operates its coal-fired boilers. SWMP has expliiteethe Department that the company has enteted in
contracts to sell the electricity that is generdfenn the boiler to APS and SRP, and not to Ahitibi
Therefore the Department has determined that pémmithe wood-fired boiler will not have a direct
impact on the operations of Abitibi's coal-firedileos.

One commenter asked where the power from the Snowflake White Mountain Power facility would
go.

According to the company, the power generatedeatability will be sent to the grid where it wiletsold
to and then managed by APS and SRP.



A concern was expressed regar ding the age of the proposed equipment and why newer equipment,
representing the latest technology, would not be used.

The capacity of the Air Quality Division in this ymeitting process is to thoroughly review the progmbs

air emissions from the facility, the air quality pacts from those emissions, and issue an air gualit
permit only when that review shows that the souneets all state and federal regulations pertaitong
air quality. The Department has reviewed the emissand the impacts from those emissions and has
determined that SWMP, using its proposed equipmmeagts all the state and federal regulations tteat a
applicable to the facility. For a source suchtes, the Department has no authority to specifytype or

age of the equipment being operated as long atadd and federal requirements are met.

A concern was expressed about the frequency of the opacity monitoring, including a question of
why daily monitoring isnot required in the permit.

The permit requires that the company perform an Eeference Method 9 opacity observation once
each month. In general, measurement of opacityags been used by many regulatory agencies as a
substitute for direct measurement of particulatétenaemissions. While there is no direct correlati
between the opacity of a plume and the amount dfcpéate matter being emitted, it is reasonable to
suspect that particulate matter emissions increas® the opacity of a plume is increases.

Since the permit requires the company to insththghouse to control emissions of particulate maittes
not expected that the facility will have episodésigh opacity. Since most baghouses are 95% % 99
effective at capturing particulate matter, the Dapant has determined that it is reasonable toaxpat
emissions of particulate matter will be low.

In addition, the facility is required to install mitoring devices on the baghouse to measure trespre
drop across the bags. This system will indicatelanken or leaking bags in the baghouse. Thespres
will be monitored continuously, and if the measupeéssure is outside of the tolerances describdiukein
permit, then the Permittee is required to takeemiive action. In addition to this periodic momitg, the
company will also be required to quantify their exparticulate emissions by means of a performance
test once each year.

Based on the above information, the Departmentdetermined that monthly monitoring of the opacity
from the stack is sufficient to provide reasonassurance of compliance with the opacity limit.

Therewas a concern about the frequency of testing required for NO, and CO not being adequate.

For NQ, the permit requires the company to install a cwdus emissions monitor (CEM) to track
emissions. A CEM system is the most stringent foframissions monitoring that is currently avai&bl
The system will make an instantaneous measurenieNDQ emissions once every 15 minutes. This
information is then fed to a computer system whallies all of the readings to give on-going, cutre
information about the exact amount of Nthat the facility is emitting. In order to ensufet this
information is accurate, ADEQ’s rules require tharse to conduct an annual performance test, called
Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA), to ensure thia equipment is properly calibrated. Additiopall
the facility is required to conduct quarterly asdid ensure that the equipment is functioning pigpe
The result is that compliance with the Némissions limitation in the permit will be demaaséd every
hour of every year.

The company has also agreed to install a CEM systemonitor CO emissions. This decision by the
company to install the CEM system was made afterclbse of the public notice period. The CEM
system for CO will be subject to the same requirgsas NQlisted in the preceding paragraph.



A concern was expressed about the lack of SO, controlsand only annual testing in the permit.

The Department has reviewed the estimated sulfinleokSQ) emissions from the facility and the

impacts from those emissions and has determinddSMaMP, using its proposed equipment, meets all
the state and federal regulations that are appéiced the facility. For a source such as this, the
Department has no authority to specify additionahtols for SQ as long as all state and federal
requirements are met.

The company has agreed to install a CEM system doitor SQ emissions. This decision by the
company to install the CEM system was made afterdbse of the public notice period. The CEM
system for SEwill be subject to the same requirements ag &i@ CO listed in the preceding comment.

There was a concern expressed about the sulfur dioxide emissions from the facility impacting the
Pinedale area.

The sulfur dioxide (S€ emissions from the SWMP facility are limited bdyetpermit to 225 tons per
year. This emission rate was used to perform apiearhair quality impact analysis. The resultshad
analysis are contained on page 8 of the Technupp&t Document. The analysis for Séhows that
the facility is expected to meet the National Anmbidir Quality Standard (NAAQS) set by the Federal
Government. In addition, the impact analysis shthas there will only be minimal impacts beyond the
Abitibi paper mill fenceline. The impacts decreaseone moves further away from the plant. Based
upon the modeling analysis described in the teelhsigpport document, ADEQ has determined that there
should not be any significant impacts to the Piledeea.

Therewas a question raised about whether SO, resultsin asmell that issimilar to rotten egg gas.

Odor issues are a significant concern to ADEQ, AmEQ has ensured that the appropriate odor
requirements from A.A.C. R18-2-730 have been inetlidh the proposed permit. In general, however,
sulfur oxides, and specifically SQypically do not have an odor of rotten eggs.e Emell of rotten egg
gas is typically from hydrogen sulfide, which ig mapected to be emitted in significant quantibgghis
facility. Although the National Institute for Oggpational Safety and Health (NIOSH) states that SO
does have a pungent, irritating odor, most liteasources indicate that the smell of,$Osimilar to the
smell of a just-struck match.

There was a concern about the lack of emission limitations or monitoring for VOC or HAPsin the
per mit.

The proposed facility has the potential to emiDZ2ons per year of volatile organic compounds (YOC
At this level, there are no applicable requiremevitech would require a permit limit or monitoringd-he
same is true for the hazardous air pollutants, wvhie estimated to be emitted at a combined 1214} t
per year. However, to ensure that the hazardaugoflutants are below the threshold that would add
additional requirements to the permit, the Depantnias included limits in the permit that will kettye
facility’'s emissions below 9 tons per year for amygle HAP or 22.5 tons per year for combined HAPs.
Compliance with these limits will be determineddnnual performance tests.

While there are no limits or monitoring required the permit, the company is required to conduct a
performance test for VOC once during the perminterThis testing is being required to ensure that t
assumptions used during the permitting processepresentative of actual boiler performance.



